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Online Collaborative Assessment: Unpacking Both Process and Product 
Bruce Burnett and Alan Roberts 
 
 
The challenge for universities is not one of keeping pace with 'new 
technologies' as they are often at the forefront of such developments. In contrast, the 
challenge is connected to pedagogy, and in particular, how the Academy collectively 
comes to understand the framework of what it is to be an educated person in the 21st 
Century. In short, this issue revolves around the question of ‘how should individuals 
be equipped for knowledge age work?’ Such work is epitomised by notions of virtual 
teams where innovative, collaborative team members located in differing global time 
zones, use synchronous and asynchronous groupware technologies to pass the ‘baton 
of conversation’ from one to another—a “hybrid that is both talking and writing yet 
isn’t completely either” (Coate, 1997, p. 165). As the notion of the knowledge 
worker/learner takes hold in universities, assessment tasks within the institution are 
invariably moving from traditional print and face-to-face modes to those of a digital 
nature. This chapter argues that a corresponding digital realignment of assessment 
must extend to our thinking about both the assessment process and product. 
 
This chapter describes assessment models developed in two Australian 
university undergraduate Bachelor of Education units—we have made an overt 
attempt to break from the prevailing paradigm of assessment tasks being merely 
transferred online. The thinking behind both models is significantly removed from 
traditional transmission, acquisition and regurgitation patterns of learning and extends 
beyond simply a participation type learning activity. The focus of the assessment is on 
knowledge creation where throughout the process “an interplay between the growth of 
collective knowledge and of individual knowledge” (Bielaczyc & Collins, 1999, p. 
276) is emphasised. Both models make extensive use of Bereiter’s (in press) and 
Resnick’s (2002) notion of employing ‘technology’ as a ‘tool to think with’. This 
occurs to the extent that there is an active and creative ‘messing’ with ideas rather 
than merely the act of transference. Significant to the discussion contained within the 
chapter is the belief that the conception of the task is as important to the assessment, 
as the assessment is of the task.  
 
First Example  
The first example relates to a cohort of pre-service business education 
teachers. These pre-service teachers were required to develop a ‘guiding principles 
model’ representing how they believed optimal learning experiences could be created 
for their own students. Working in groups of three and using a threaded discussion 
platform with the facility to attach files, participants downloaded and uploaded a 
Word document, iteratively developing an increasingly sophisticated model. As this 
‘knowledge baton’ was passed between them, nothing more than the drawing features 
of Word to add boxes, labels, arrows and colour coding was required to create an 
ultimately sophisticated knowledge artefact—an assessable product.  This interplay 
afforded an audit trail of the contribution that each student made to the developing 
group model both in terms of the frequency of their contribution as well as the quality 
of their individual contribution. The use of small groups allowed for the highlighting 
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of the contribution of individual student deliberations during the dialogue. Hence the 
individual’s thinking and the level of contribution was made explicit. Although the 
groups were comprised of three individuals all participants could view the model 
building efforts of other groups in the cohort. Thus, there was a sense of Brown and 
Campione’s, (1994) “talk ‘across groups’…[to] provide comprehension checks on 
each other” (p. 235) as multiple simultaneous iterations occurred.  
Background to Example 1 
Of the forty-two pre-service business education teachers, thirty attended on-
campus lectures with the other twelve studying off-campus through distance mode. 
These pre-service teachers range in age/experience from those completing an 
undergraduate BEd that includes a major in Business Education, to those who are 
already business graduates with many years work experience and who are now 
completing the graduate entry BEd program. The unit of study related to this example, 
CLB 355 Accounting/Business Management Curriculum Studies 1, introduces these 
pre-service teachers to planning units of work and lesson plans. The major assignment 
is an authentic task requiring the pre-service teachers to develop units of work and 
lesson plans that they will use in their own teaching. A necessary part of the 
unit/lesson development process is that the pre-service teachers are introduced to the 
local educational authority’s relevant syllabus document. However engaging with the 
syllabus document is rather technical in nature—some may say tedious. In the 
translating of the syllabus document to units of work and lesson plans the lecturer has 
been particularly concerned that the pre-service teachers keep uppermost in their mind 
a focus on achieving optimal learning experiences for their own students. Given that 
there is a major risk that the pre-service teachers will simply schedule the required 
content from the syllabus document to their planning, the notion of ‘learning 
experiences’ has been introduced as the central design feature of the online 
assessment model. 
 
Unpacking Online Assessment: Example 1 
Throughout the pre-service teacher’s preparation there is a need that they explore 
various teaching and learning strategies and on this occasion a collaborative 
knowledge-building activity through the use of ICT’s is modelled. Of particular 
importance is working through this process with very limited resources, as it is fact of 
life that the schools where these students will be employed have varying capacities in 
relation to technology. Thus, the approach taken does not require high levels of 
technical knowledge and uses essentially ‘off-the-shelf’ type softwares to achieve its 
goals of refocusing the pre-service teachers on notions of learning and demonstrating 
through participation, ICT mediated collaborative knowledge building.  
 
The central tenets mentioned above are positioned as the precursors to the 
unit/lesson development tasks that the pre-service teachers are required to develop. 
This occurs via an online discussion forum in which the pre service teachers are 
required to collaboratively develop the ‘guiding principles model’ representing how 
they believed optimal learning experiences could be created for their own students. 
This task of developing the guiding principles model was scaffolded to the extent that 
a set of leading questions was provided as a starting point and a requirement that the 
model be laid out in the form of a concept map. The questions were of the ilk of: in 
what ways could individual students learn? – in what ways could groups learn? – what 
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is optimal learning? – what appear to be the key elements of activities that promote 
optimal learning? An earlier exercise involving two minor tasks equipped the pre-
service teachers with the limited technical skill necessary for this knowledge building 
activity.  
 
The pre-service teachers were assigned to groups of three, comprised of two 
on-campus and one off-campus students. The threaded discussion platform used for 
the activity enabled files to be attached to the post, which is a common feature to 
many forums. While the forum itself contained many orientation statements and 
statements critiquing the developing model, the most significant work was evidenced 
in the attachments.  A Word document (limited to a single page) was repeatedly 
downloaded and uploaded by the group members and with each iteration the guiding 
principles model (in the form of a concept map) reflected the increasing 
understanding of both the group and the individuals. A relatively sophisticated model 
was ultimately developed by each of the groups using nothing more than the drawing 
functions available within Word.  Given the small group size (on reflection a group 
size of four may have been better) the contributions and nature of the contributions 
made by each group member is easily seen at each stage of development. The final 
group artefact—The guiding principles model—is an assessable product but also a 
valuable tool that the pre-service teachers will use as they develop their units of work 
and lesson plans. Figure 1 shows vignettes of one group, comprised of Chris, Kia and 
Brian. In Figure 1a Chris ‘sketched out’ a possible starting point and Kia, (in Figure 
1b) picked up on the idea introduced by Chris to provide the group with a very useful 
framework to further develop the model. Brian used text boxes as a way to add more 
detail to the model and this approach was also continued by Chris and Kia in 
subsequent iterations until the guiding principles model was complete (Figure 1c). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1. Vignettes of one group’s development of their guiding principles model 
 
Although used for illustrative purposes with these pre-service teachers the example 
here has considerable utility in higher education as an effective means to extend the 
threaded discussion forums beyond shallow forms of constuctivism typically achieved 
via online discourse. The construction of the collaborative knowledge artefacts—on 
a 
b 
c 
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this occasion in the form of a concept map—affords a remarkable vehicle to 
synthesise the understandings from the individual to the collective group and 
subsequently group developed understandings back to the individual. It is in the 
development of the artefact that the interplay between individual and group 
knowledge introduced earlier is to be found. 
 
Issues encountered in Example 1 
It is evident, after implementation in 2002, that this approach supports the 
interplay between the members of each group and affords an audit trail of the 
contribution that each of the pre-service teacher education students makes to the 
model. This occurs both in terms of the frequency of their contribution as well as the 
quality of their individual contribution. Of particular interest is that the use of small 
groups, highlights the contribution of individual student deliberations during the 
dialogue and model development. Hence, the individual’s thinking and the level of 
contribution are made explicit to other members of the group and to the lecturer.  
 
Another facet is that the asynchronous nature of the activity provides for the 
opportunity to reflect on the contributions of others. In short, to research and 
contribute as and when they were able. Given that the composition of the groups was 
a mix of both on and off campus students, this approach afforded a ‘digital bridge’ 
between the two modes of delivery. Feedback from formal evaluations conducted by 
the university indicate that this ‘spin-off’ was interpreted as extremely positive by the 
off-campus students as it brought them into contact—albeit in an online format—and 
thus removed an inherent component of isolation common to this cohort of students. It 
is nonetheless, clear that all students benefited through the exchange of ideas as often 
the off campus students are of a more mature age with a broader range of experiences 
that permeated throughout the combined knowledge building exercise. 
 
The use of concept maps have found favour in a number of contexts such as in 
business, public administration and education for a variety of purposes (Lawless & 
O'Shea 1998). In focussing on their use in educational contexts, Lawson cited in 
Lawless and O'Shea, (1998) identified four functions of concept maps; 1) as 
instructional display (that is, of information), 2) as an evaluation device, 3) as a 
curriculum organiser and 4) as an index for understanding. Feedback from the pre-
service teachers confirms that the use of concept maps is an extremely useful 
framework to scaffold group responses. From an assessment standpoint, concept maps 
provide both quantitative and qualitative measures of understanding. 
 
In assessing the development of the guiding principles model it was possible 
in some measure to grade elements of both process and the product – the process 
being evidenced in the discussion forum archive - the resulting guiding principles 
model being the product. From the discussion forum archive each individual’s level of 
contribution is readily determined and only requires a tally of each individual’s posts. 
In terms of the allocation of marks however the volume of contributions was only 
notionally rewarded (5 of the available 25 marks) as the quantity of posts by an 
individual did not necessarily equate with the worth, or quality of the posts. For 
example in several cases it was observed that individuals and groups engaged in 
social (non task) discourse resulting in a higher number of posts to the forum yet their 
model was no better for it.  Quantifying the quality or significance of each 
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individual’s contribution to the total task is difficult and time consuming nonetheless 
5 of the 25 marks were awarded to this area. It is acknowledged that larger cohorts 
could make this level of assessment rather onerous indeed it is acknowledged that 
better measures and procedures do need to be developed in this regard (some of these 
are introduced in the second example within this chapter). Assessing the groups final 
guiding principles model against established criteria was by contrast an easier task. 
Here the remaining 15 marks were allocated against the criteria of: 
 
o completeness – in terms of the group addressing the initial leading questions 
o the perceived utility of the model as a guide to their subsequent unit and lesson 
planning 
o the extent to which the model was supported by research     
 
In summarising this section the most significant aspect has been in relation to 
the innovative integration of the relatively simple components of a threaded 
discussion forum, the features of Microsoft Word and notions of concept mapping as 
a means to facilitate a very successful and authentic collaborative knowledge building 
activity and as a means to assess the understanding of these pre-service teachers. 
Specifically this first model has been successful in: 
 
o allowing for sophisticated knowledge building without the use of propriety  
software 
o engaging the participants in an authentic activity 
o simulating emergent knowledge age work practices in the ilk of the virtual 
team; and as a result 
o enhancing the learning opportunities of participants 
o providing opportunity to assess both process and product. 
 
Second Example 
The second example—related to a multi-disciplinary cohort of pre-service 
high-school education teachers—similarly capitalised on the interplay between 
developing individual and collective knowledge in relation to the use of ICT’s in their 
own pedagogy. In this large unit (over 750 students) multiple tutorials were conducted 
with each tutorial comprised of approximately twenty-eight students. In each tutorial 
students were allocated to one of four seminar groups which then focused on one of 
four allocated topics related to technology and education — access and equity, 
technophobia and interfacing with the machine, digital communication and 
publishing, and language and the virtual classroom. Each group was required to 
explore their issue collectively while individuals choose a particular aspect of the 
topic to explore in depth. Following the model of jigsaw or peer tutoring each group 
was required to conduct an in-depth ICT enhanced seminar on their topic that was 
aimed at facilitating understanding across the rest of the tutorial group. Additionally, 
the students had to develop individual components of a corporate or group website 
focusing on their selected topic. Each individual site explored in considerable depth a 
single aspect of the topic while at the same time providing links to the other group 
members’ pages. What was achieved was both an individual and group knowledge 
artefact that could be interpreted as a collaborative achievement. 
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Background to Example 2 
The following section outlines an approach to online assessment used by a large 
teacher education unit entitled CLB341 Language Technology and Education with 
over 750 students enrolled. Within the Australian context this unit is termed a 
foundation or compulsory unit that is undertaken by all secondary or high-school 
teacher-education students within their Bachelor of Education (BEd) degree. Over the 
six years the unit has been running the assessment has changed in focus and evolved 
markedly as a result of our explicit desire to mould traditional participatory learning 
frameworks into an online format that was focused on and aided knowledge creation 
both at the group/collective and individual levels. 
 
Principal subject matter within the unit relates to language, new literacies and 
the manner in which new technologies and ICTs are interwoven into the 
contemporary educational matrix in high schools. At the core of the unit is the notion 
that a contemporary socio-cultural understanding of language and technology help 
educators shed light on the degree and manner in which new technologies have 
cemented particular positions and practices of pedagogy within schools. Hence, the 
unit is more concerned with the implications of technology to pedagogy than the 
actual technologies per se. Nonetheless, a critical component to the success of the unit 
is contingent upon minimum degrees of student competence in manipulating the 
various technologies under analysis. Content within the unit is heavily weighted 
towards (a) technology as a social activity that evolves and changes over time and (b) 
the educational implications of the interconnections between technology, power and 
discourse within the context of applied high school educational settings. This unit is 
co-taught across two Schools or sections of the Faculty; the School of Cultural & 
Language Studies in Education and the School of Mathematics, Science & Technology 
Education. 
The Initial Online Assessment Product 
 
In the late 1990s the outward appearance of the unit stood as one taught over a 
standard 13 week semester with the nucleus consisting of a series of one hour weekly 
theoretical-based lectures that unpacked the socio-cultural dimensions of technology 
in educational settings. Lectures were followed each week by a 90 minute tutorial and 
a further 90 minute workshop in a computer laboratory. Class sizes were limited to 28 
students as there were a limited number of computers in the laboratories and students 
were required in workshops to perform a series of independent activities related to 
their assessment.  
 
When the unit was first offered in the late 1990s, the multiliteracy skills of 
students ranged from first-time computer users to some students who were in many 
ways more competent at manipulating the technologies than their lecturers. An 
essential component in the early stages of the unit entailed developing teaching and 
resource strategies that targeted raising the multiliteracy skills of students so that they 
would be able to complete the practical components of assessment. Our approach was 
to offer a series of introductory computer-skills workshops at various times outside 
allotted tutorial/class times. Importantly, these optional skills-based workshops—
covering the core skills of email, web-searching, file management and word 
processing—were accessed by approximately 20 to 30 percent of the student cohort. 
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As secondary BEd students, each student specialised in two discipline areas such as 
English/History or Biology/Mathematics and it was within this context that they were 
required to design and develop a basic 'web page' that served as a platform for the 
presentation of an on-line learning resource or webquest like activity. In addition to 
the webpage students also had to demonstrate competence in as series of basic/generic 
skills such as word processing and manipulation of graphics. The applied website in 
the shape of a webquest therefore served as the conduit through which students 
demonstrated such competence. Hence for some students the skills obtained in the 
earlier workshops and tutorials became critical for the successful completion of this 
initial assessment item. 
 
The initial assessment item consisted of an individual project where the 
students developed essentially a simple three-page website/webquest in computer 
workshops. This assessment item was discussed and analysed in tutorial activities that 
preceded each workshop and was graded using the criteria listed below. 
 
Design & Technical Aspects of 
Website 
Fail Poor Satisfactory Good VG Excellent 
Functionality       
Basic principles of web design       
Aesthetic appeal       
Demonstrated competencies 
and skills in a range of generic 
programs used in the CLB341 
workshop program 
      
 
Online learning activity  Fail Poor Satisfactory Good VG Excellent 
Critical reflection and 
engagement with the notion of 
online learning 
      
Considerations of language & 
technological implications for 
educational practice in the chosen 
curriculum area 
      
Organization       
Coherence       
 
Table 1. Criteria used to provide feedback for the individual’s website 
 
Of note in this initial assessment paradigm was that although an overall 
quantitative or raw-score grade was allocated to the website we choose to assign 
qualitative values in terms of each of the criteria. Feedback from students indicated 
that they found the criteria useful in framing and structuring their websites. In 
addition, students were expected to demonstrate a range of basic 
electronic/technology literacy skills through the application of a range of generic 
computer programs (i.e., word processing, spreadsheets graphics programs etc.) to 
specific educational contexts within their various discipline areas. 
Issues encountered with the initial model 
On the basis of formal student evaluations conducted by the university, together 
with end-of-term staff-based evaluations, it became apparent that the initial 
assessment model succeeded in allowing students to reflect on the manner in which 
electronic technologies were impacting on pedagogy in their chosen curriculum area. 
 8 
It was also evident that the initial assessment task allowed for the grounding of 
somewhat abstract socio-cultural theoretical concepts of technology and pedagogy in 
a curriculum framework that was relevant and applied. Additionally, the assessment 
succeeded in focusing the students’ attention on key aspects of their own 
technological literacy and helped raise these skills across large sections of the cohort. 
Consequently, the initial online assessment item succeeded in the three broad areas; 
 
o served as a skills-based learning activity for students lacking key techno/multi-
literacies,  
o enhanced a theoretical appreciation of broader socio-cultural implications of 
technology and pedagogy, and, 
o unpacked the potential of technology to enhance teaching and learning. 
 
Over an extremely short period of time, however, there emerged problems in 
each of these key areas. Firstly, we found that the techno-literacy skills students were 
bringing to the unit changed dramatically. For example over a three year period we 
found that attendance at the basic computer skills workshops had dropped-off to such 
an extent, that the workshops were no longer the core component of the start of each 
semester/term. Consequently, the focus of the workshops became more aligned to 
providing a component of equity. Although optional workshops are still offered, we 
found that it is now possible to operate these skill-based sessions over only the first 
two weeks of each semester. With initial help from the tutor/lecturer, it is now 
possible for students to work independently on a number of skill-based activities 
online via a dedicated website which students access as needed throughout the 
semester. Although we are still strongly committed to offering this service on purely 
equity grounds alone, evidence in the form of ‘hits’ on this skills-based site in 2003 
indicates that an ever decreasing number of students currently need such 
techno/multiliteracy core skills training.  
 
Secondly, over the relatively short period from 2000 to 2002 we found that 
what students and teachers were interpreting as functional educational websites had 
shifted markedly and that our initial online assessment item lacked any true relevance 
to real-life classrooms. Where in 1999, a simple website may have served as a 
workable online learning environment, by 2002 this same site was beginning to be 
described by students as both simplistic and pedagogically inappropriate.  
 
The third area of transformation occurred as a result of our growing 
appreciation of the dynamics of online group work and our desire to begin to embed 
an overarching assessment schema that took into account concepts of the post-
industrial worker and information rich learner. Of particularly importance here was 
that we attempted not to limit our understandings of ICT’s and online assessment to 
the electronic submission and marking of assignments. The substituting of digital 
copy for hardcopy—while perhaps administratively appealing (particularly with the 
advent of marking softwares) fails to capitalise on the learning opportunities afforded 
by technology. What we wanted to attempt was to build in a process/capacity to move 
and share individual and group generated digital copy around via ICT’s, for in 
addition to instilling useful technical skills, we also felt that this component would 
begin to equip students for perceived emergent knowledge age practices necessitating 
collaborative effort, innovation and knowledge building.  
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The Final Online Assessment for Example 2 
 
A major weakness with the initial design was that students were being asked 
to produce an online learning activity without any real in depth understanding of web 
design and functionality. For this reason a major change has been putting in place 
strategies that better equip students with a more substantial understanding of the 
variables of online learning resources/environment. Despite this unit being an 
education-based unit, in contrast to a creative arts-based unit, we felt that the most 
appropriate manner to achieve this goal would be to first require students to critically 
analyse the design and functionality of an existing online learning activity/website 
potentially used within their secondary curriculum area. Hence, a minor piece of 
assessment required that students provide a critical academically structured discussion 
of a specific website/learning resource structured around a number of themes 
discussed in lectures. Using the design parameters outlined by Gallini (2001), a series 
of lectures addressed the key domains of Background, Design, and Impact. The 
lectures were structured around a number of themes and issues such as the nature of 
an online resource verses an online learning activity and crucially how students would 
be able to locate such resources. Notions of design were also introduced in relation to 
issues of functionality, aesthetics and language. In addition, students were introduced 
to notions of online pedagogy and in particular the components of desirable online 
learning. 
 
A revised assessment format was implemented in 2002 with significant 
changes being made to the online assessment artefact as both product and process. 
This new design begins with students allocated to small groups which are required to 
collectively investigate similar topics to those listed in the earlier design; i.e. access 
and equity, technophobia and interfacing with the machine, digital communication 
and publishing, and language and the virtual classroom. As individuals, students are 
also required to analyse and unpack of the topic in more depth with this task making 
up the major assessment piece which constitutes 60% of the student’s final grade.  
 
It requires students to demonstrate skills in researching one of four critical 
issues listed above with the notion of jigsaw (Aronson, 1978) or peer tutoring (Brown 
& Campione, 1994) being central to the production of the final group and individual 
products. This begins with each group being required to conduct an in-depth ICT 
enhanced seminar on their topic that is aimed at facilitating understanding across the 
rest of the tutorial group. This occurs before the students construct their website and 
has been particularly successful in the synthesizing of critical reflections concerning 
the topic. These face-to-face seminars also serve as an opportunity for groups and 
individuals to workshop ideas and to discuss the major issues related to the topic in a 
non-threatening setting with other groups within the tutorial. Although a compulsory 
component of the assessment, the seminar does not represent a significant factor in the 
students’ final grades. After the seminar, students begin to develop their individual 
website that serves as part of a larger corporate or group website focusing on their 
selected topic. Individual sites explore in substantial depth explicit aspects of the topic 
while at the same time providing links to the other group members’ pages.  
 
Constraints on the structure of the online assessment item are relatively few, 
however, it is essential that it be possible to navigate to and from a PowerPoint 
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presentation that the group uses in the seminar, to and from each of the other group 
members’ websites, and to and from each students’ individual academic essay 
response to the issue. In a similar manner to the initial assessment model discussed 
earlier, students are still required to display an awareness of, and generic skills in, 
using a number of electronic technologies/programs in educational settings. 
 
What is achieved is both an individual and group knowledge artefact that can 
be interpreted as a collaborative achievement. Indeed the use of the technology in this 
context is focussed on facilitating student activity and is not concerned about pushing 
content on students and then testing it through online quizzes. This approach also 
extends beyond merely using a threaded discussion forum for discussing ideas—an 
approach that can at best provide for shallow constructivism. Rather the students in 
these units actively develop a knowledge artefact as the cumulation of their combined 
efforts.  
 
One of the major innovations has been a dedicated website that lists the names 
of all students enrolled in the unit. Each name is linked to the actual website being 
constructed by that student and provides not only an extremely useful aid for grading 
but more importantly, a ‘real-time’ inventory and register of the work of other 
students where ideas/knowledge are shared and distributed.  Of note is that we have 
now moved to providing using specific group and individual targeted criteria (see 
table below) that are applied holistically to the assessment piece as an aid to overall 
grading. These criteria also serve as feedback for students which is an aspect that has 
been extremely well received.  
 
Analysis of Issues (Group) Academic Conventions (Individual) 
Synthesis of Issues (Group) Functional Design of website (Individual) 
Presentation (Group) Aesthetic Design of website (Individual) 
Selection of examples, illustrations or 
elaborations (Individual) 
Selection of language to suit genre of 
web publication (Individual) 
Understanding of Issue (Individual) Clarity of expression and fluency of 
argument (Individual) 
 
Table 2. Criteria used to provide feedback on the group and individual website 
 
Given the large number of students enrolled in the unit, the subsequent large number 
of tutorial groups and, a relatively large teaching team, we have been conscious of the 
need for consistency in how the criteria are applied to the grading process. To 
overcome this issue each of the criteria was clarified in much greater detail for the 
teaching team. A separate form was distributed across the teaching team describing 
each of the criteria and how that criteria was to be applied. This successfully added 
both rigor and consistency across the groups.  
 
Many of the criteria themselves remained unchanged from the example 
discussed earlier. Importantly we found that the key to applying such criteria 
consistently across the groups rested on the clarity and unambiguous nature of the 
descriptions as shown in the example listed below targeting Functionality.  
 
 
 11 
Excellent High Satisfactory Unsatisfactory 
F
u
n
ct
io
n
a
lit
y 
Navigability is 
excellent with 
clearly and 
appropriately 
labelled links. 
Movement between 
pages is effective, 
evident and logical, 
and achieved 
through 
comprehensible 
icons or text. All 
links “work” 
Navigability is achieved 
through clearly labelled links. 
Movement between pages is 
simple and  effective and 
achieved through 
comprehensible icons or text. 
All links “work”. 
Navigability is satisfactory 
with links generally clearly 
labelled. Movement between 
pages is achieved fairly simply 
through generally 
comprehensible icons or text. 
Most links “work”. 
Navigability is poor. Links are 
not clearly labelled links and 
/or movement between pages 
is difficult and/or inconsistent. 
Not all links “work”. 
  
Table 3. Expanded criteria used by the teaching team to enhance consistency. 
 
Overall we have found that providing expanded explanations for each of the 
criteria not only provided an aid for tutors to explain what was expected of students, 
but more importantly dramatically improved consistency of grading across each of the 
groups. Hence the assessment and grading process was explained in a series of 
targeted face-to-face lectures and in tutorials via the tangible analysis of existing 
websites. It is our belief that this provided a much better scaffolding for the students 
to; 
o choose/design/construct an appropriate website 
o critique critical aspects of design in their own and other students sites 
o experiment with non-linear modes of presenting their essay online, and 
o engage in collective forms of knowledge sharing/construction. 
CONCLUSION 
 
This chapter has discussed two different models of online assessment that 
provide insights into the imperatives associated with equipping individuals for the 
knowledge age. Central to both models is the belief that it is critical for educators to 
build into their online programs assessment items that target the students’ capacity to 
innovate, and collaboratively create knowledge with others. It is not just a specialized 
elite, but all higher education students who need to work creatively with knowledge, 
for as Drucker (1985) suggests innovation needs to be the norm—simply part of the 
routine. The challenge for higher education therefore, is how best to develop students 
who not only possess up-to-date knowledge but are able to participate in the creation 
of new knowledge as a normal part of their lives (Scardamalia & Bereiter, in press). 
While assessment approaches will inevitably vary across higher education, educators 
in the sector need to be thinking quite differently about both the processes and 
products of assessment. Indeed, we need to be mindful of the fact that how students 
learn depends in part on elements of pedagogy embedded in the assessment process. 
This chapter has provided two examples where the authors have made a deliberate 
effort to depart from traditional thinking as to ‘how students learn’. Central to this 
realignment has been an underpinning pedagogy that emphasises knowledge creation 
through collaboratively constructed knowledge artefacts. While we look forward with 
anticipation to the new technologies that will be developed to support learning, the 
two examples in this chapter have focussed on pedagogical innovation rather than 
technological innovation. Indeed, a significant strength of the approaches outlined in 
this chapter has been their demonstrated use of essentially ‘of-the-shelf’ softwares 
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that do not require high levels of technical knowledge or resources beyond those 
commonly found within most universities. We hope these examples will help others 
also position pedagogical innovation as the primary driver in higher education 
assessment and in so doing better positions their students towards new knowledge age 
practices.   
 
[The authors would like to acknowledge the contribution of Dr Margaret Lloyd to the 
assessment criteria listed in second model] 
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